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1 ABSTRACT

A model for the quantitative description of penetration by
slender, high kinetic energy projectiles is presented and its
usefulness assessed by comparison of computations with experimental
data. The influence on behaviour of projectile shape and erosion
effects are discussed and a parametric study is performed to
indicate the strong influence of penetrator and target density and
of target strength on depth of penetration into semi-infinite metal

targets.

(

Approved for Public Release

© COMMONWEALTH OF AUSTRALIA 1981

POSTAL ADDRESS: Chief Superintendent, Materials Research Laboratories
P.0. Box 50, Ascot Vale, Victoria 3032. Australis

- i y wmﬂjﬂ:}f L N

LT ———



|

DOCUMENT CONTROL DATA SHEET

Security classification of this page: UNCLASSIFIED

1. DOCUMENT NUMBERS: 2. SECURITY CLASSIFICATION:
8. AR Number: AR~002-409 a. Complete document: UNCLASSIFIED
b. Series & Number: BEPORT MRL-R-811 b. Title in isolation: UNCLASSIFIED
c. Report Number: MRL-R-811 c.  Abstract in isoletion: UNCLASSIFIED

3 TITLE:

MODELLING PENETRATION BY SLENDER HIGH KINETIC
ENERGY PROJECTILES

4. PERSONAL AUTHOR(S): 5. DOCUMENT DATE:
APRIL, 1981
WOODWARD, R.,L. 6. TYPE OF REPORT & PERIOD COVERED:
7. CORPORATE AUTHOR(S): 8. REFERENCE NUMBERS:
e. Task: DST 77/069
Materials Research Laboratories b. Sponsoring Agency:
9. COST CODE: 514820
10. IMPRINT (FPublishing establishment} 11.  COMPUTER PROGRAMME(S):

R Title(s) and la (s)):
Materials Research Laboratories, (Title(s) and language(s))

P.0. Box 50, Ascot Vale, Vic. 3032 SLAM
APRIL, 1981 FORTRAN 1V

RELEASE LIMITATIONS (of the document):

Approved for Public Release

12-0. QVERSEAS: N.OA] L P.R.]ll AI1 s[‘[ CJ ] D[j Eil

13. ANNOUNCEMENT LIMITATIONS (of the information on this page):
No Limitation
14. DESCRIPTORS:
630 / Penetration // 636 / Kinetic energy projectiles //
645 / Rod penetrators : Mathematical models : Computer programs : Slam //
15. COSAT!I CODES: 1904
16. ABSTRACT (it this is security classified, the announcement of this report will be similarly classified):

A model for the quantitative description of penetration by
slender, high kinetic energy projectiles is presented and its useful-
ness assessed by comparison of computations with experimental data.
The influence on behaviour of projectile shape and erosion effects
are discussed and a parametric study is performed to indicate the

strong influence of penetrator and target density and of target

strength on depth of penetration into semi-infinite metal targets.




e e e

CONTENTS

INTRODUCTION

DESCRIPTION OF THE MODEL

COMPARISON WITH EXPERIMENT

PROJECTILE EROSION AND BREAK~UP

PARAMETRIC INVESTIGATION

CONCLUSION

REFERENCES

APPENDIX

10

11

12




MODELL ING PENETRATION BY SLENDER HIGH KINETIC

ENERGY PROJECTILES

INTRODUCTION

Slender, high kinetic energy projectiles are formidable weapons for the
defeat of armour and hence research into aspects of improvement of such
projectiles and the armour for their defeat is a high priority task. Whilst
engineering developments have been outstanding in this area, scientific
investigations of the mechanics of penetration have been following rather than
guiding the progress. Computer codes have been developed which can handle
certain aspects of the problem in three dimensions, and which have had some
success in studying penetration. However the codes cannot at this stage
successfully treat deep penetrations and, in many of the problems which they
do simulate successfully, the physics tends to be hidden by the complexity and
detail of the output.

This report deals with an alternative approach to the quantitative
description of deep penetration. In earlier work [1] a model was developed
which transforms the problem of penetration by a deforming projectile into a
one dimensional system. This model is described and comparisons of
calculations using the model with a range of experimental data are presented
both to assess the accuracy of the model and to investigate the influence of
projectile shape on penetration behavior. A parametric study on the
influence of material properties on the depth of penetration is performed, and
the mechanics of projectile break-up and erosion are considered. The
computer program for the model is listed in the Appendix with a sample input
and output.

DESCRIPTION OF THE MODEL

The problem being considered is that of deep penetration of a semi-
infinite target by a cylindrical rod projectile. The model is outlined below
with a description of certain physical aspects and the principal equations; a
more detailed discussion of the assumptions has been given elsewhere [1].
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Figuré 1 shows an idealized picture of a penetrator being fired into a
semi~infinite target and the equivalent model of two cylinders impacting end
on; one had an initial velocity equal to the projectile velocity and one was
initially at rest. The model projectile and target cylinders are divided ‘
into a series of elements and the stress state of each element is considered
individually. Target material experiences a constraint to radial motion due ) ;
to the necessity to displace surrounding material; this effectively increases
the flow stress and is taken into account by adding a constraint factor.
Target elements also experience a shear stress along their edges as they are
pushed forward in the target. Projectile elements within the target whose
diameter is sufficient to touch the sides of the hole, defined as the diameter
of the interface projectile element, also experience constraint to their
deformation due to the surrounding target material and shearing at the edges
between the projectile and the target. Other projectile elements experience
no constraint or shearing. A further restriction on the radial motion comes
from the influence of radial inertia, a term which is used to account for the
work associated with acceleration of material in the radial direction as a
cylindrical element is compressed at constant velocity.

To mathematically handle the problem each cylindrical element of
penetrator and of target is represented by a point mass and a connecting link
whose length equals the element length, the diameter of the cylinder being
calculated from the length assuming constant volume deformation. The
division of projectile and target into masses and ligaments is illustrated in
Fig. 2. The method is based on a solution to the projectile mushrooming
problem by Hashmi and Thompson [2] and the equations of motion of mass m; at
time tj are given by

v
Equation 1(a) applies to the projectile and equation 1(b) applies to the
target. The subscript notation is different for the penetrator and the
target as the sequence of masses and ligaments is reversed at the interface as
shown in Fig. 2.

N; is the normal force on element i, 3

T1 the shear force, 1

§i; the acceleration and !
my is the element mass.
Having obtained the acceleration of the mass from equations (1), the new

element positions (uy) are obtained using the central difference equation [2]

g e = Uy g OOF 4 20 -y (2)




and the time increment (8t) is related to the time (tj) through

The magnitude of the shear force (Ti) on an element of material is given
by
*
4(a)

L
Ty, 4! 73 04,50y, %

n

and IT3,31 = 73 D20,3 b1,1 %ot 4(b)
where 4(a) applies to a projectile element and 4(b) to a target element; the
equations equate the shear force to the shear flow stress times the area of
the cylindrical element surface. The material is assumed rigid/plastic in
shear and the strength is related through the von Mises criterion to the
strength 0 of the material, described below. For the projectile the ©
value chosen (00*) is the lesser of % and O, for the projectile and target
respectively to represent shearing at Ehe interface in the weaker solid. For
the target 0, is used. D, is the element diameter and h; is the element
height. For the target all elements are taken to have a éiameter equal to
the projectile interface diameter for the shear calculations to simulate a
plug of this diameter being pushed forward in the target; for the program
given in the appendix, this is element 20 and hence the use of DZO in equation
. 4(b). The sign of the shear force is set such that the shear force opposes
the motion of the element. All target elements are subject to a shear force
if they move; only those projectile elements which move and at the same time
are below the target surface and have a diameter greater than or equal to the
interface element diameter (D; ? DZO) experience a shear force. For these
calculations we have had to define a target surface and a hole diameter; the
target surface is the initial position of the interface as modified by the
( movement of the last element, which is generally negligible in the time of the

event, and the hole diameter 1s defined as the diameter of the interface
projectile element.
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{ The normal force (Ni) on an element is given by !
Ny o= Oy #9008y + Ay4)/2 5(a)
and Ny = (03 +0,.)(Af + Ay4)/2 5(b)

' Equation 5(a) applies to the projectile and 5(b) to the target.
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i 1is the compressive flow stress of the material, a
function of its strain,

ri is an increment in stress due to radial inertia,

and is the area of element i calculated by assuming
deforming elements maintain a constant volume.
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The use of a mean area in equations (5) has been justified by Woodward
and Lambert [3] who demonstrated that it leads to a more accurate differencing
scheme for the basic Hashmi and Thompson [2) method. The stress due to
radial inertia is based on solutions for the axial compression of
cylinders [4-6]. With a material of density P and considering each element
as a cylinder with end velocities ﬁi, the relation for Ory 18

D, \ 2
3 i . . 2
r1 "8 p (E;) (M1 7 "1-1) 6(2)
D, \ 2
_ 2_ 1 . _ . 2
and ‘r1 T 8Pt ( Ay ) (Ug41 7 Yyp) 6(b)

where equation 6(a) applies to the projectile and 6(b) to the target.
Each material is characterized by a stress/strain relation of the form

n
o = oc¢ 7(a)
and an elastic modulus E which is used for unloading. % and n are
constants and € is the strain. As noted previously, the material is assumed
to be rigid/plastic in shear so that using the von Mises criterion the shear
yield stress 1s taken as 00//3. The shapes of the stress/strain curves used
for various situations are illustrated in Fig. 3. For compression the target
elements follow the relation
M
¢ = 2.7 oot € 7(b)
on loading and unload along an elastic line of constant slope. The factor
2.7 i1s the constraint factor included in the program to account for the
restriction to radial flow due to the surrounding material in the target; it
can be determined by independent quasi-static mechanical tests [7].
Projectile elements which are unconstrained use their uniaxial stress/strain
relation as expressed in the form of equation 7(a); however 1if projectile
elements are inside the target and have a diameter greater than the hole

diameter they have a stress/strain relation of the form

n
p
= 0 .70
Y op e "+ 1.7 ot 7(¢e)

The contribution of target strength is for constraint.
All unloading uses an elastic line of equation
0 = €E + ¢ (8)
where the constant ¢ is determined from the state of plastic strain at each
step. As a simplification work hardening was only allowed after reloading

past the previous maximum compressive strain; as very little unloading occurs
this is not a severe penalty.

In the program a single parameter can be used to specify whether or not
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constraint and shear stresses are to apply to projectile elements. This 1
parameter, Bi, is specified as one if constraint and shear atresses apply to {
em

projectile elements and zero if they do not. At the surface of the target By
is graded between zero and one, linearly, to give a smooth transition.

Erosion of an element has been allowed for if it is reduced to less than
one tenth its original length; this is an arbitrary figure and was used to
signify the effective removal of the mass from the zone of interest when its
radial displacement became large. The significance of erosion mechanisms to
projectile break-up is discussed later; however it is noted that for all
cases of projectiles of practical dimensions considered in this report,
erosion by radial flow of material, as allowed for in the model, did not
occur.

The computer program is listed in the Appendix with a sample input and
output and a description of some of the symbols and options. The program
listed uses 20 projectile and 30 target elements. For the calculations
reported in this work this program was only used if the length to diameter
ratio of the projectile was greater than ten. For all other calculations a
version with 10 projectile and 20 target elements was used; the difference
in the calculations using the different element numbers is very small. The
computer program treats one specific problem, the penetration of a semi-
infinite target by a cylindrical projectile. A model of the mechanics has
been built into the program as described above and the object is to use this
model to enable quantitative calculations to be made which should give us an
understanding of the penetration process. If the model gives useful insight
and quantitative answers, then it should be possible to use the same basic
approach with more complex problems.

COMPARISON WITH EXPERIMENT

The model was initially developed in comparison with small scale
experiments and these results are given below. To test the model more
thoroughly, comparison is also made with published experimental data for
larger rounds, rounds of high length to diameter ratio, and cases in which the
shape of the round significantly influences the results.

Plots of projectile final length and depth of penetration as a function
of velocity are given in Fig. 4(a) for copper (A) cylinders fired into 2024
aluminium-alloy (B) targets, and in Fig. 4(b) for sintered tungsten alloy
Kennertium W2 (C) cylinders fired into mild steel (D) targets. The letter :
designating each material allows its mechanical properties to be identified in )
Table I. Examination of Fig. 4 shows there is an underestimate of depth of I
penetration for the copper projectiles fired into aluminium; however,
otherwise the quantitative agreement is quite good. The depth of penetration
increases continuously with increasing velocity; however the projectile final
length appears to approach a lower limit at the higher input velocities.
This lower limit i1s associated with the restriction to radial expansion
provided by the constraint of the surrounding target material and by the
radial inertia. The strength parameters for these materials, listed in
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Table I, were determined by uniaxial compression tests on the same materials
¢ as used in the ballistic experiments.

Tate et al. [8] published data for depth of penetration as a function of o
velocity for tungsten alloy rods fired i{into armour steel. The rods were of S
various weights up to 65 grams and for three length to diameter ratfios, 3, 6 '
; and 12; this represents a significantly larger scale than the previous
case. The properties assumed for the tungsten and armour steel for the
calculations are given as E and F respectively in Table I and are based on
experimental data for what are considered similar materials. Calculations
were performed for all the mass, length to diameter ratio and velocity ranges
used by Tate et al. and three curves result which are compared with the
experimental data in Fig. 5. For the length to diameter ratio of three there
is good agreement between the calculations and the experiment; however for ;
higher length to diameter ratios the model underestimates the depth of
penetration. The discrepancy is not ascribed to the assumed stress/strain i
properties but, as will be discussed below, may be due to a combination of the
neglect of thermal softening effects and the fact that a more suitable erosion
method based on shearing is required. Nevertheless the general velocity
dependence of the depth of penetration predicted by the model 1is correct.

) Figure 6 gives plots of experimental data for flat tungsten cylinders :
’ and ogive tungsten and U - 2Mo alloy penetrators obtained by Brooks and
. Erickson [9]. The results demonstrate the significant influence that shape
can have on performance at low velocities; above a certain transition
velocity the curves for the ogive penetrators drop back close to the curve for
flat—-ended tungsten projectiles. As shape cannot be handled with the model,
a comparison was made with the flat-ended case using 0, and n values for the
materials estimated from the Brooks and Erickson [9] data. For the tungsten, :
b o, the properties are given as material G in Table I and the projectile mass used
’ was 36.4 g, which is the same as the mass used in the experiments for both the
cylinder and the ogive cases. For the target, material I in Table I, the o
and n values were forSAE 4130 steel of the same hardness as theSAE 4340 stee?
used in the experiments. Calculations were also performed for a flat-ended
{ U - 2Mo alloy penetrator, material H in Table I, using a mass of 39.3 g which
‘ is the mass of the experimental ogive penetrators. The agreement of the
model calculations, Fig. 6, with the experimental results for flat-ended
penetrators is quite good. Furthermore, comparison of data above the
transition velocity for ogive tungsten and U - 2Mo alloy rounds indicates that
the latter penetrates deeper at the same velocity and this is indicated
' correctly by the model calculations for cylinders of the same mass, as used in
the experiments.

Based on these comparisons between the model and experiments, it is
wt clear that the general features of penetration depth and penetrator

i deformation as a function of length to diameter ratio and velocity can be
handled for cylindrical projectiles; furthermore the quantitative results are
* useful. Care must be taken with calculations for penetrators which have
& significant deviations from a cylindrical shape as the model greatly
1' underestimates thelr penetration efficlency at low velocities. At high
»

velocities shape is not as important; however at these velocities the model
tends to underestimate penetration depth. In developing the model the
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influence of strain rate and thermal softening were ignored and all
calculations use isothermal quasi-static stress/strain data. To a certain
degree the thermal softening will be balanced by the increased flow stress due
to the high strain rate; however it is suspected that thermal softening may
be dominant at the highest speeds and lead to some departure of the model from
experiment. It may be possible to include both strain-rate effects and

b thermal softening with a subroutine for situations in which sufficient
materials data are available; however, in comparing materials, particularly
if they are similar, some progress can be made by doing a comparative study

. with isothermal quasi-static data. Another way of improving the model would
} be to give consideration to other erosion mechanisms as will be discussed in
the next section. The model itself is an approximation and an appreciation
of its accuracy is more useful than complicating the physical description for
- the sake of coincidence with experiment at all points.

PROJECTILE EROSION AND BREAK-UP

The results of Brooks and Erickson [9] in Fig. 6 show a transition at
high velocities where increase in projectile velocity leads to a reduction in
FA depth of penetration; the transition is very material dependent and has been

shown to be a function of projectile geometry [10]. A similar transition was
- observed with the present model calculations at high velocities, the
transition being assoclated with the rapid erosion of elements in the form in
which erosion is included in the model. In this section the phenomenon is
examined, keeping in mind the simple concept of erosion which is being used. )

In the model, as it presently stands, projectile elements are allowed to
~~ : erode if their height is reduced to 0.1 of the original (diameter increased by
( a factor of Y10). This factor is arbitrary and can be changed simply in the

program; however, it is an expression of the fact that large-diameter
elements would be eroded at their edges and the remairing mass would be
insignificant compared with that of other elements and is thus removed from
{ the calculation. With the practical problems considered in the previous
X section, erosion by the proposed mechanism did not occur with the factor set
at 0.1; this is principally because the stress due to radial inertia becomes
high for squat elements. The situation is more interesting, however, 1f the
projectile diameter is made small.

Figure 7 shows some of Brooks [10] data replotted for tungeten
projectiles (Kennertium W2) fired into SAE 4340 steel blocks. The penetrator
was ogival but with a rounded nose of radius 1.27 mm (approximately 2.5 mm
diameter). The transition shown in this figure is the smallest observed by
Brooks [10]. It was absent for cylindrical projectiles of the same calibre,
and 1t increased in magnitude as the tip dilameter in the ogival projectiles
was decreased. A plot of depth of penetration as a function of velocity
calculated from the model for cylindrical projectiles of the same diameter
(8.86 mm) and mass using properties of materials C and I in Table I is also
given 1in Fig. 7 for comparison; as with the case of Fig. 6 the depth of
penetration 1s underestimated partly due to the shape effect. An examination
of the influence of projectile diameter on penetration behavior is made as
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follows. Keeping projectile length and density constant, the radius, and
hence the projectile mass also, was reduced and depth of penetration versus
velocity curves plotted in Fig. 7. This was done for various projectile
radii. There is a significant change in the shape of the depth/velocity
curve between 2.0 mm and 1.5 mm diameter which is associated with the
elimination of elements by the erosion mechanism and at 1.0 mm diameter a drop
in depth with Increased velocity occurs as elements Tre eroding

continuously. For practical velocities (< 2000 ms ') and these material
properties, this mechanism of erosion occurs only for projectile diameters
less than 2.0 mm diameter; the exact dimension depends on the figure selected
for the height reduction at which an element is deleted and to this extent the
discussion of the phenomenon is only semi-quantative.

The theoretical results can be summarized as follows. For large-
diameter high-density projectiles, the radial inertia term is sufficient to
prevent unrestricted radial flow of the projectile. Erosion of such
projectiles must occur by other means which would include shearing off of the
edges of elements which have expanded at the front of the projectile, for
penetrators of limited ductility fracture of deformed elements, and in some
cases perhaps adiabatic shear failures. For small-diameter projectiles, the
radial inertia is too small to restrict the radial expansion and hence removal
of material from the line of penetration by radial expansion, and effectively
from the problem, i{s possible. For the present material properties, this
erosion rate 1s significant if the projectile diameter {s less than about 1.5
mm, depending on the criterion used to discard elements in the model.

The calculated projectile diameter at which erosion by this mechanism
becomes significant 1s of the same order of magnitude as the projectile tip
diameter at which the transition in behavior in Brooks' [9] results also
becomes significant; furthermore, the velocity range is approximately
correct. The following explanation in terms of the model is essentially that
suggested by Brooks [10]. If the tip of the projectile i{s of small diameter,
then at high velocities it can flatten rapidly by radial ejection of
material. The projectile which is left is closer to a cylindrical shape and
hence at high velocities the depth/velocity relation should be closer to that
of a cylinder. Above a certain tip diameter, radial inertia prevents
unrestrained collapse of the tip and hence no change in behavior is
observed; 1instead, the geometry is such that the behavior can be expected to
be closer to that of a cylinder over the whole velocity range.

The improved performance of ogive projectiles over flat-ended
projectiles at low velocities, as 1llustrated by the results of Brooks and
Erickson [9] in Fig. 6, indicates that at such velocities they are more
resigtant to deformation. In experiments using sintered-tungsten conically-
ended projectiles fired into steel targets, the remarkable stability of the
nose at low velocities was demonstrated [1] and such a case is shown in Fig.
8. The present model gives no clue to the stress situation in such
penetrators which leads to increased stability and better performance at low
velocities. On the other hand, the break-up of the tip leading to a more
nearly flat-ended projectile at high velocities means that shape
considerations are less important at high velocities and the model does have
some application to these prrjectiles at high velocities.




As indicated above, erosion based on the simple concept used in the
formulation of the model does not occur for cylindrical projectiles of
practical diameter at typical ordnance velocities. Thus the severe
deformation and mass reduction of such penetrators must be considered in other
terms. In the calculations performed in cases where there was no erosion,
Figs. 4, 5 and 6, reductions in projectile length by a factor of five were
common; this represents slightly more than a doubling of the diameter but is
a significant geometry change and a large amount of strain. It is8 to be
expected that, with such large strains, materials of limited ductility may
fracture; furthermore, significant heating of the projectile and target might
lead to adiabatic shear instabilities if the thermomechanical properties of
the materials are suitable. Fracture and adiabatic shear will only be
important where there is a possibility of material breaking off from the line
of penetration, and this is most likely at the edges of the penetrator and on
breakout from finite thickness target plates. A further mechanism of
material removal is by shearing at the siaes of the penetrator. Although
shearing of the edges 1s necessarily included in the model in the calculation
of force equilibrium, indicating its importance, the shear displacements were
not accounted for and with deep penetrations they would be expected to be
large. The use of shearing as an erosion mechanism would probably be more
realistic than the mechanism which 1s presently included in the model. This
would permit a gradual reduction in the mass of each element and removal of
material from the projectile in contrast to the present situation where no
mass Is removed for practical problems. The difficulty is to decide on an
appropriate diameter at which shearing is to occur.

Whilst this discussion of projectile failure is largely qualitative it
is felt that the model gives some indications of possible behavior. The
breakdown of ogive penetrators at high velocities can be explained in terms of
flattening of the tip by unrestrained radial expansion, as was suggested by
Brooks [10]. At practical velocities and projectile geometries, erosion by
such a mechanism is not generally applicable to rod-shaped projectiles and we
must look at other mechanisms such as the large plastic strains, fracture,
adiabatic shearing and plastic shearing at the projectile/target interface to
explain shape changes and mass losses for such rounds.

PARAMETRIC INVESTIGATION

The principal material parameters considered in the model which may
effect performance of a penetrator or target are the density (P), strength
(9,), and work hardening exponent (n). Using a particular case for the
results of Tate et al. [7], these parameters were increased and decreased,
generally by ten percent, to see how much they would alter the depth of
penetration into the semi-infinite target. The basic case considered was for
a projectile of length_to Adiameter ratio 3, mass 33.7 g and diameter 9.45 mm
travelling at 1500 ms . The input for this situation is used as the example
problem in the Appendix. Each material parameter was varied in turn by ten
percent and the results compared with the basic run. One limitation to the
following discussion, therefore, is that it is centred around a particular set
of conditions.

R YN




Ten percent variations in the work hardening exponent (n) of the
projectile and the target gave less than one percent change in depth of
penetration. Surprisingly, the effect of penetrator strength (Oo ) was also
negligible. Becauge of the significance of this result, the penetrator
strength was permitted to cover a wider range from the standard value of
932 MPa and, as shown in Fig. 9, there is negligible influence on depth of
] penetration over a wide range. An explanation of this may be that the
y stresses due to the constraint of the target and the radial inertia may be
L much greater than the penetrator flow stress. On the other hand an increase
in target strength (¢ t) of ten percent gave approximately six percent
reduction in depth of penetration; these calculations were also extended over
a wider range from the initial 1269 MPa and the results are shown in Fig. 9.

A ten percent increase in penetrator density, and hence an equivalent
increase in mass and kinetic energy for the same size and velocity penetrator,
gave approximately eight percent increase in depth of penetration. A ten
percent reduction in target density gave slightly less than one percent
increase in depth of penetration; however, in terms of areal density, this
represents a reduction of approximately ten percent for a material of the same
strength. Whilst changes in density of the target by such figures are only
of academic interest for a particular material, they do indicate possible
benefits by changing the material itself to obtain a lower density.

Of the parameters considered, only target strength and density and
penetrator density gave significant changes in performance. A parameter not
included in the model, which is undoubtedly important, is ductility. As
penetrator strength is not critical it becomes clear that sacrificing strength
for increased ductility is a possibility. The model does not account for the
» influence which strength may have in providing stiffness to resist buckling on
L oblique impact and deformation during launch.

CONCLUSION

A model for the deep penetration of semi-infinite metal targets by

| cylindrical projectiles has been described and quantitative calculations

; compared with published experimental data. The model was used to examine

i materials parameters which influence performance of projectiles and armour.
Density of the target and the penetrator and target strength are shown to have
large influences on penetration depth in normal impacts. The principal
aspects which the model does not consider are oblique impact and penetrator
ductility.
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APPENDIX

A description is given of certain particular aspects of the program that
is used for the computations (SLAM) followed by a listing of the program and a
typical input and output. The program uses twenty elements for the
projectile and thirty elements for the target, which has been more than
sufficient for most problems. Care must be exercised if it is necessary to
change the element numbers or the equations of the program as some fixed
constants throughout the program are based on the element numbers and also it
is necessary to trace the units from the input. Sufficient comment
statements have been added to identify various sections and the logic should
be traceable using the equations set out in this report.

Input parameters which are easlily determined are projectile mass,
velocity and diameter and projectile and target densities and Young's
Moduli. The materials parameters 0_ and n are obtained by fitting material
stress/strain data to equation 7(a) using a log/log plot for both the
penetrator and target materials. In doing this, better results should be
obtained by using compressive data with a loading axis coinciding with the
expected impact direction for both penetrator and target in order to account
for the influence of texture effects on strength. Furthermore, as it is a
high strain problem, the curve fitting of the stress/strain data is more
appropriately done using the high strain data. The choice of target
thickness for input to the model should be made so that each of the thirty
elements is not excessively large, at the same time too thfn a target which
results in the rear elements being noticeably deformed should be avoided. If
the target 1s too thin then the last element will indicate a significant
velocity in the output and the calculation should be repeated with a thicker
target. As a first guess, making the target thickness 1.5 to 2 times the
projectile length is generally satisfactory. The maximum allowable time
increment can be estimated as £/200 Vp/E for twenty projectile elements
where £ 1is the projectile length and p and E its density and Young's Modulus
respectively. This is the elastic wave transit time for the minimum element
length.

The principal output lists a number of parameters of general
interest. MIN and MAX are the numbers of the end projectile and target
elements respectively, furthest from the impact interface. If MIN is greater
than 1 then projectile erosion has occurred and 1f MAX is less than 50 target
erosion has occurred; each element removed changes these by one unit. The
interface projectile element is 20 and the corresponding target element is
21. The diameters D(N) and Velocities W(N) of these interface elements and
adjacent elements are printed. Furthermore the velocities of the end
projectile, W(MIN), and target, W(MAX), eleETncs are gilven. When the rear of
the projectile is moving at less than 10 ms or {f all projectile elements
have eroded then the problem is stopped. ° W(MAX) can be used to indicate 1f
the rear of the target has picked up any significant velocity, which would
indicate too thin a target to assume it to be semi-infinite. Length
dimensions are in millimetres and velocities in kilometres per second in the
output. The other important parameters in this output are the projectile
hefght (HP), the depth of penetration (DP) and the time (T) in
microseconds. Allowance has been made for the output of several other
parameters for each element, however, the format statements may have to be
changed to suit the particular problem.
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et PROGRAM LISTING

PROGRAM SLAM(TAPElsTAPE2,TAPE3,TAPE4s TAPESsTAPEGSTAPE7,TAPES)

SLAM

CALCULATES DEPTH OF PEMETRATION AND AMOUNT OF EROSION
FOR PENETRATORS ENTERING SEMI-INFINITE TARGETS

WRITTEN BY RAY WOODWARD 1979

MATERIALS RESEARCH LABORATORIES MARIBYRNONG AUSTRALIA

OQCOOOOOMOHO

DIMENSIONP(71),U(71)5UP(71),UD(71),UN(71),E(71),A(71)5DS(71)
| 2,S(71)5D(71),W(71)»ASS(71)5B(71)5 DEP(71)s TOR(71)50SL(71)
| 45C{T1)5sDSP(T1)5SMI71)sSMCLT1)

21 FORMAT(F5.3/F6¢3/F6e1/F5.3/F6.2/F5.3/F5.,2/F7.0/F7.0
3/F5.2/F5.3/F6,1/F6.2)
23 FORMAT(20F4.1/20F4.1710F4.1)
24 FORMAT(F3.0518F7,0/18F7.0/12F7.05F3.0)
25 FORMAT(20F6.3/20F6,3/10F6.3)
26 FORMAT(20F5.1/20F5,1/710F5.1)
27 FORMAT(F3.0,18F6.0/18F6.0/12F6.05F3.0)
28 FORMAT(20F6.3/20F643/10F64.3)
29 FORMAT(3F8.3,13,8F3.3,13)
77 FORMAT(T3,%HP'T11,*DP?T20, 1 T4 T245 "MIN'T29, *W(MIN) 1 T38, 'W(19)?
} 1T4659D(19) 1754, *W(20) 1 T62510(20)*T705 D (21)7T78, *W(22) 9785, 'W(MAX)
217915 'MAXY)
WRITE(8,77)
INPUT-DT TIME INCREMENT MICROSECS
-ASSP  MASS PROJ GMS
~-SOP SIGMA ZERO PRGJ MPA
~ENP WORK HARDENING INDEX PROJ
-DJ DIAM PROJ MM
-V VEL PROJ KM/SEC
-ROP DENSITY PROJ GM/CC
-YP YOUNGS MOD PROJ MPA
~YT YOUNGS MOD TARGET MPA
-ROT DENSITY TARGET GM/CC
—-ENT WORK HARDENING INDEX TARGET
-SOT SIGMA ZERO TARGET MPA
-DST THICKNESS TARGET MM
?EAD(I:ZI)DT:ASSP;SOP:ENP:DO:V:ROP:YP:YT;ROT,ENT,SOT:DST
=0
; DT2=DT#*2
L ASST=.0007854*DSTHROT* (DO**2)
: ASPL=ASSP*,05
ASTL=ASST/30
AO=,7845% (D0**2)
DSOP=(ASPL/ (ROP*AQ) )*1E3
DSOT=DST/30
VDT=V#DT
IF(SOP.GT.SOTIGO TO 34
SOL =SOP
60 TO 35
34 SOL=SOT

37 SETS UP INITIAL PROJECTILE PARAMETERS

OOOOOOOOOMNOO0OO

e A

(2 XgXa]

35 D0371I=1,20
P(I)=0
UCI)=DSOP*FLOAT(I)
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37

38

UP(I)=U(I)-VDT
UD(I)=0
DSP(I)=DSQP
DS(I)=DSOP
E(I)=0

A(I)=A0

S(I)=0

ASS (I)=ASPL
B(I)=0
TOR(I)=0
DSL(I)=DSOP
C(I)=0

SM(I)=0 |
SMC(I)=0
CONTINUE

DPMIN~ MIN HEIGHT OF PROJ ELEMENT FOR EROSION
DPMIN=DSOP/10.

38 SETS UP INITIAL TARGET PARAMETERS

D038I=25 30
J=I-1
N=I+20
P(N)=0
U(N)=U(20)+DSOT*FLOAT(J)
UP(N)=U(N)
UD(N)=0
DSP(N)=DSOT
DS{N)=DSOT
E(N)=0
A(N)=AJ
S(N)=0
ASS(N)=ASTL
TOR(N) =0
DSL(N)=DSOT
C(N)=0
SM(N)=0
SMC(N)=0
CONTINVE
UR=U(20)

DTMIN- MIN HEIGHT OJF TARGET ELEMENT FOR EROSION
DTMIN=DSOT/10.

SET UP PARAMETERS FDR INTERFACE ELEMENT
ASS(2))=ASTL+ASPL
UP(20)=U(20)~SQRT(DT2*ASPL*(V**2) /ASS(20))
W(50)=0

DSL(21)=DSOT

P(21)=0

U(21)=U(20)

UP(21)=Up (20)

DSP(21)=DSOT

A(21)=A0

S(21)=0

TOR(21)=0




2N o) o0 OO

39

391

‘ 40

43

44

LABEL FIRSTSSECONDsLAST AND SECOND LAST ELEMENTS
HIN=1

MINA=2

MAX=50

MAXB=49

72 IS MAIN CALCULATION LOOP
DO72K=1,50000

CALCULATE POSITION OF SURFACE OF TARGET
UR=UR+W(MAX)*DT

CALCULATIOM OF MOVEMENT OF INTERFACE ELEMENT
UD(20)=(P(21)-P (20)+TOR(21)+TOR(20))/ASS(20)*1E-6
UN(20)=UD(20)*DT2+2%)(20)-UP(20)

UP(20)=U(20)

U(20)=UN(20)

IF(MIN,GT.19)GO TO 391

39 CALCULATES MOVEMENT OF PROJ ELEMENTS
DO39N=MIN,19

M=N+1
UD(N)=((P(M)~P(N)+TOR(N))/ASS(N))I*1E-6
UN(N)=UD(N)*DT2+2*U(N)-UP(N)

UP(N)=U(N)

U(N)=UN(N)

CONTINUE

40 CALCULATES MOVEMENT OF TARGET ELEMENTS
DD4ON=22, MAX

M=N-1
UB(N)=((P(N)~P(M)+TOR(N))/ASS(N))*1E~-6
UN(N)=UD(N)*DT2+2*U(N)-UP(N)

UP{N)=U(N)

U(N)=UN(N)

CONTINUE

U(21)=U(20)

UP(21)=UP (20)

43 CALCULATES NEW HEIGHTS OF PROJ ELEMENTS
D043J=MINA,20

N=J-1

0S(J)=U(J)-U(N)

IF(DS(J).GT.GSL(J))GOTOD 43

DSL({J)=DS(J)

CONTINUE

44 CALCULATES NEW HEIGHTS OF TARGET ELEMENTS
DO44J=215 MAXB

N=J+1

DS (J)=U(N)-U(J)

IF(DS(J).GT.DSL(J))IGO TO 44

DSL(J)=DS(J)
CONTINUE

DS (MIN)=DSOP

.




DS (MAX)=DSOT
! c 46 CALCULATES STRAIN AND STRESS IN PROJ ELEMENTS

D046J =MIN, 20
E(J)=ALOG (DSOP/DS(J))
A(J)=A(J)*DSP(J)/DS(J)
IF(DS(J)«GT.DSL(J))IGO TO 62
S(J)=0,—SOP*(E(J)**ENP)~1,7%B (J)*SOT
SM(J)=SOP*(E(J)+*ENP)
SMC(J)=S(J)
C(J)=S(J)+YP*E(J)
G0 TO 54
62 S(J)==YP*E(J)+C(J)
IF(S(J).LT.SN(J)IGO TO 548
S{J)=SH{J)
C(J)=S (J)+YPHE(J)
GO TO 54
548 IF(S(J)<GT.SMC(J))IGD TO 54
S(J)=SHC(J)
C(J)=S (J) +YP*E(J)
, 54 D(J)=1.12838%SQRT(A(J))
- DSP (J)=DS (J)
‘ IF(U(J)LE.UP(J))GO TO 32
TOR(J) ==148137*D(J)*DS(J)*SOL*B(J)
Ga TO 31
32 IF(U(J).LT.UP(J))IGO TO 33
TOR(J) =0
GO0 TO 31
33 TOR(J)=1,8137%D(J)*DS(J)*SOL*B(J)
31 W(J)=(U(J)-UP(J))/DT
46 CONTINUE
P(MIN)=S(MIN)*A(MIN)

o 11 CALCULATES FORCE IN PROJ ELEMENTS

DO11J=MINA,20
JM=J=-1 ;
IF(W(J)eLToW(IM)IGO TO 111
RIN=0 -
60 TO 112

111 RIN==46,875%ROP*{ (W(J)-W(JIM))I*D(J)/DS(J))**2

112 P{JI)=(S{J)+RINI *(A(JM)+A(J))/2

11 CONTINUE

59 ASKS IF ANY ELEMENTS OF PROJ ERODED
IF SO 61 REZONES OTHERS

OO0

D0O59J=MINA, 20
IF(DS(J).GT.DPMIN)GO TO 59
ML=J
GO TO 53
59 CONTINUE
60 TO 56
58 MIN=MIN+1
MINA=MINA+1l
DO6IN=MIN,ML
J=ML+MIN-N
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JJ=d-1 !

P(J)=P(JJ) ;
» U )=ULJd)

UP (J)=UP(JJ)

DSP(J) =DSP(JJ)

DS(J)=0S1JJ)

E(J)=E{II)

Ald)=ALdY)

S(J)=S(JJ)

C(J)1=C I

DSL(J4)=DSL(JJ)

SHEJ)=SHEIJ)

SHC(J)=SHC(JJ)

TOR(J)=TOR(JJ)

61 CONTINUE
IF(ML.LT.20)60 TO 56
UP(20)=U(20)-SQRT (DT2# (ASPL#W (19)##2+4ASTL#W (20) #+2) / (ASTL+ASPL) )

21 CALCULATES STRAIN AND STRESS IN TARGET ELEMENTS

o000

56 D04&7J=21,MAX
E(J)=ALOG(DSOT/DS(J))
ALJ)=A(J)*DSP(J)I/DS(J)
IF(DS(J)eGT.DSL(J))IGT TO 66
S(J)=0e—2.7%SOT*(E(J)**ENT)
SM(J)=0.-5(J)
SMC(J)=S(J)
C(J)=S(I)+YT*E(J)
GO 1O 18
66 S(J)==YTHE(J)+C(J)
~ IF(S{J)eLT<SM(J)IGD TO 188
: S{J)=SM(J)
j C(JI=S{J)+YT*E(J)
i 60 T0 18
188 IF(S(J).GT.SMC(J)ICD TO 18
( S{J)=SNC(J)
. C(J)=S(J)+YT*E(J)
R 18 D(J)=1,12838+SQRT(A(J))
S DSP (J)=DS(J)
O IFC(UCJ) LE.UP(J)1GO TQ 48
' TOR(J) »~1¢8137%D(20)*DS (J)*S0T
. GO TO 49
1 48 IF(U(J)LT.UP(J))GO TO 488
: TOR(J)=0 J
60 TO 49 «
488 TOR(J)=1.8137¢D(20)*DS(J)*SOT \
49 W(J)={U1J)-UP(J)) /DT
&7 CONTINUE
19 P(MAX)=S(MAX)*A(MAX)

c 12 CALCULATES FORCE IN TARGET ELEMENTS
D012J=21s MAXB
JH=J+1
IF(N(J).GT.W(IM)IGO TO 121
RIN=0Q
G0 TO 122
121 RIN==46,875%RAP*((W(J)-W(JV))*D(J)/DS(J))**2
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122 P(J)=(STJII+RINI*(ACJINI+A(JI))/2

12

64

51

68

69

677

18

67

81

CONTINUE

ASK IF ANY ELEMENTS OF TARGET ERODED
IF SO 64 REZONES OTHERS

IF(DS(21).GT.DTMINIGO TO 51
MAX=MAX~-1
MAXB=MAXB-1
DO64N=21s MAX
JJ=N+1
PI(N)=P(JJ)
U(N)=U(JJ)
UP(N)=UP(JJ)
DSP(N)=DSP(JJ)
DS(N)=DS(JJ)
E(N)=E(JJ)
A(NI=A(JJ)
SIN)=S(JJ)
ASS(N)=ASS({JJ)
TOR(N)=TOR(JJ)
C(N)=C(JJ)
DSL(N)=DSL(JJ)
SM(N)}=SM(JJ)
SMC(N)=SMNC(JJ)
CONTINUE
UP(20)=U(20)—~SQRT(DT2%(ASPL*W(20)**%2+ASTL*W(22)**2)/(ASTL+ASPL))
U(21)=U(20)
UP(21)=UP(20)
T=T+DT

67 DETERMINES WHICH PROJ ELEMEMTS ARE INSIDE TARGET
WHICH HAVE DIAM .GT. INTERFACE DIAM——FOR USE IN
FRICTION AND CONSTRAINT CALCULATIONS VIA THE
PARAMETER B(N)

DO67N=MIN, 20
DEP(N)=U(N)~DS(N)-UR
IF(DEP{N).LT.0)GO TO 68
B(N)=1

60 TO 677
DEP(N)=0.-DEP(N)
IF(DEP(N).LT.DS(N))GD TO 69
B(N)=0

GO TO 67
B(N)=(DS(N)-DEP(N)) /DS (N)
IF(D(N).GE.D(20))GO TO 67
B(N)=0

CONTINUE

HP=0

81 AND 82 CALCULATE HEIGHT OF PROJ AND DEPTH OF PENETRATION
DO81INZ=MIN,20
HP=HP+DS(NZ)

CONTINUE
HT=0

R PR 2 e . L —— s ¢




DO82NZ=21,MAX

HT=HT+DS(N2Z)
82 CONTINUE

DP=DST-HT

PRINTING

OO0

DO83N=1,100
INC=N*500
IF(W(MIN) .LE..01)G0 TO 79
IF(MIN.GT.19)G0 TO 79
‘ IF(K-INC)72,79,83
83 CONTINUE

7972 TO 7 PRINT—POSITIONSFORCEsHT,DIAM,STRESS AND VELOCITY

OO0

79 WRITE(2,23)(U(I)yI=1,50)
WRITE(3,24)(P(I)sI=1550)

WRITE(4525)(DS(I)»I=1550)

WRITE(5526)(D(I)5I=1,50)

: WRITE(6527)(S{I)s1I=1550)

C WRITE{7,28) (W(I)s»I=1,50)

C 179 PRINTS VARIETY OF PRINCIPLE PARAMETERS
179 WRITE(8529)HPsDPs Ts MINs WIMIN)>W(19)sD(19)5W(20)5D(20)5D(21)
1,W(22) s WIMAX) s MAX
IF(W(MIN)«LE.«01)GO TO 99
IF(MIN.GT.19)G0O TO 99
72 CONTINUE
- 99 StoOP
END

——— e A e
-
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Quantity
.02
33.7
932.
.07
9.45
1.5
' 17.0
‘ 272000.
206841.
7.8
.14
1267.
100.
) b
PYonit? Hobed
16,77 18,%34
FelhT 22.,N3¢
T.23x ?7.107
TeaT 20,139
7T.5390 31,7257
Te%37 131,7¢3
20

T MM

YO ann
20,0DhN
Jo.nnne
40,000
50,0010
&N han
60,600

TYPICAL INPUT

Méaning

time increment
penetrator mass
penetrator strength (co)

penetrator workhardening
exponent (n)

penetrator diameter
penetrator velocity
penetrator density
penetrator Young's Modulus
target Young's Modulus
target density

target workhardening
exponent (n)

target strength (oo)

target thickness

TYPICAL OUTPUT

Units
microseconds
gn
MPa
{(dimensionless)
mm
km s~ 1
gm em™3
MPa
MPa
gm cm™3
(dimensionless)
MPa
mm
VMM e (19)
1 1obkp .773
1 lab1 oERAL
) TR LE11
) Y Y YTy
1 P00 o208
) «023 0109
1 +010 +N09

(19) wi2() Ntem n21)

17,161 o782 17,160 17,10}
19,400 T2 19,772 lEe6Se
P0,.39) «t09  20,3hF JR, TH]
2N.347 bl 206320 1R.717
PR KT «20R 20,317 IR,70)
20,340 « 019 20,321 1H,702
20,360 009 20,3720 1K,70)

Szzbol in
Program

(22}
o721
«671
LY
.‘02
20k
«017
.olz

DT
ASSP
SOP

ENP

Do

ROP
YP
YT

ROT

ENT

SOT

DST

wi(MAR)mMAX

o)
~sQUQ
= 0U1
XYM |

200]

st ]

YU}
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TABLE 1

MATERIALS PROPERTIES

Work
beotgnacton| Materisl | Scremsth | pantening | eottey | nceson
A Copper 443. 0.1 8.96 penetrator|
B 2024T351 776. 0.096 2.7 target
Aluminium
c Tungsten Alloy 1967. 0.25 18.6 penetrator
Kennertium W2
D Mild Steel 816. 0.19 7.8 target
E Tungsten Alloy 932. 0.07 17.0 penetrator
F Armour Steel 1267. 0.14 7.8 target
G Tungsten Alloy 1146. 0.065 17.36 penetrator
H U-2Mo Alloy 1268. 0.061 18.7 penetrator
I SAE 4130 Steel 1290. 0.095 7.8 target
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FIGURE 1 Schematic illustration of the correspondence between the
* geometry of penetration and the model using impacting
',* cylinders. The distinction between penetrator and
‘ target cylinders {s via the constraint which is experienced
. by all target elements but is selectively applied to
projectile elements as discussed in the text. !
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- X FIGURE 2 The division of the projectile and target cylinders into
1 segments each consisting of a point mass, m, and a
ot massless link, Ly. The element at position u, is i
l moving at velocity u, and is subject to normal forces,
. N;, transmitted throughout links and shear forces, Ty»
» applied at the edge of each cylindrical element.
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FIGURE 3 Stress/strain relations used for the target and the
penetrator. Curve (B) is the form of the stress/strain
curve for the target material obtained from uniaxial tension
or compression tests. The model increases the strength

o to 2.7 times this value to obtain curve (A) which then
"( includes the constraint and is the loading curve used

- o for all target elements. The unloading path from (A)
uses the target material Young's Modulus and work
"y hardening is only allowed on further compressive loading
to higher strain, an approximation. Curve (€) is the
stress/strain properties obtatned from uniaxial tension

» or compression tests on penetrator material and is used
¥ for unconstrained projectile elements and for unloading

]' using the projectile Young's Modulus. Those projectile ;
. elements which are constrained are loaded along curve

» (©) which includes an increment due to the target

. constraint. Compressive stress and strain are plotted ‘
3 as positive in the diagram for convenience as loading i
i occurs 1n compression and unloading is tensile in the
problem.
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FIGURE 4

Comparison of depth of penetration and final penetrator
length between experiment and model calculations for
(a) 1.96 g copper cylinders of diameter 4.76 mm fired into
semi-infinite 2024 T351 aluminium targets and (b) 3.29 g
tungsten alloy, Kennertium W2, cylinders of diameter

4.76 fired into semi~infinite mild steel targets.
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Depth of penetration divided by diameter plotted as a
function of velocity for penetrators of three length to
diameters (L/D) ratios. The experimental points were
replotted from the work of Tate et al. (7]. The
calculations with the model used the properties for
materials E and F in Table I and covered all the mass
and diameter ranges used by Tate et al. [7] resulting in
three basic curves shown for the three L/D ratios.
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FIGURE 6 Plots of experimental results of Brooks and Erickson [8]
' for three cases, including cylinder and ogive projectiles
>4 of both tungsten and U-2Mo alloy materials; the letters {
-+ G, A and B relate to the cases in the report of Brooks and
. Erickson [8] which were taken. Some calculations for
cylindrical projectiles of the same mass and diameter are
» given for tungsten and U-2Mo alloys using the properties i

of materials G, H and I in Table I. ;
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FIGURE 7 Plots of depth of penetration against velocity using the

experimental data of Brooks [9] for tungsten alloy ogive

projectiles with a 1.27 mm radius rounded nose and for

calculations using material properties C and I in Table I.

The calculations are for cylindrical projectiles of the

same diameter (8.86 mm) and mass as the penetrator used

by Brooks [9] and for smaller diameters, and mass, as i
indicated on the curves.
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Cross section of a tungsten alloy, Kennertium W2,
penetrator with 90° included angle conical_end, which has
been fired into an armour steel at 695 ms . Note the
stability of the nose of the penetrator and the large
strains further back along the length of the penetrator.
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FIGURE 9 Influence of penetrator and target strength on depth of
penetration of a tungsten round into a semi-infinite armour
steel target. The basic material properties and geometric
conditions used for the calculations are indicated in the

v et s

NP I

text.
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